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DETAILED ACTION 



Remarks 

1 The art of Rudland (EPO 0 343 829) is heavily relied on in this action. The applicant is 
advised that there are at least two embodiments. In one embodiment, the card is transparent in 
the visible spectrum and in another it is opaque in the visible spectrum. The first embodiment is 
the one that is pertinent to the instant invention. In both cases, the card is transparent in the 
infrared except for certain infrared blocking bars that comprise a coded indicia (figure 1). 

2. A number of dependent claims involve various additional layers or particular polymers or 
bonding techniques used in the construction of the card. While Rudland fails to particularly 
show many of these modifications, it is the examiner's view that these serve primary for 
purposes of strength and durability, and that to strengthen the card of Rudland in various ways 
would have been obvious. A wide variety of means are known to create sturdy cards. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §102 

3. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public use or on 
sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the Unwed States. 
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4. Claim 43 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by Rudland (EPO 0 343 
829). 

In Rudland, there is a card in which the inner layer 1 1 (see figure 1) can be a PVC sheet 
(column 4, line 36) which is a polymer. This layer has (figure 3) a machine readable compound 
14 (column 4, lines 35-40), namely a printed bar code. A second layer, such as a protective layer 
12 or 13 (see figure 1) is attached to the first layer. The card can be transparent to visible light 
(column 7, lines 3-5). Therefore we would expect the outer layers to be polymeric as well. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

5. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

to A natent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
ecta t&SSSm, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
SrSeLfatMtter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invenhon was made to a per on 
SSSiSSSl in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negauved by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

6. The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere Co., 383 U.S. 1, 148 USPQ 459 
(1966), that are applied for establishing a background for determining obviousness under 35 
U.S.C. 103(a) are summarized as follows: 

1 Determining the scope and contents of the prior art. 

2 Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at issue. 

3 Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art. 

A. Considering objective evidence present in the application indicating obviousness 
or nonobviousness. 

7. This application currently names joint inventors. In considering patentability of the 
claims under 35 U.S.C. 103(a), the examiner presumes that the subject matter of the various 
claims was commonly owned at the time any inventions covered therein were made absent any 
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evidence to the contrary. Applicant is advised of the obligation under 37 CFR 1.56 to point out 
the inventor and invention dates of each claim that was not commonly owned at the time a later 
invention was made in order for the examiner to consider the applicability of 35 U.S.C. 103(c) 
and potential 35 U.S.C. 102(e), (f) or (g) prior art under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). 

8. Claims 20-42 and 44-47 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Rudland. 

Re claim 20: Rudland teaches a card in which the inner layer 1 1 (see figure 1) can be a 
PVC sheet (column 4, line 36) which is a polymer. This layer has (figure 3) a machine readable 
compound 14 (column 4, lines 35-40), namely a printed bar code. A second layer, such as a 
protective layer 12 or 13 (see figure 1) is attached to the first layer. The card can be transparent 
to visible light (column 7, lines 3-5). Therefore we would expect the outer layers to be 
polymeric as well. 

Rudland uses the broad term 'bonding' to describe the joining of layers and while he does 
not specify further, lamination is certainly one cost effective means that is old and well-known in 
the art. 

Re claims 21-25: See discussion of claims 2-6 below, respectively. 
Re claim 26: See figure 1 of Rudland. 

Re claim 27: It is known in the art that PVC is a typical material for such layers. 

Re claim 28: Credit cards, transaction cards, etc. are known to have printed material 
below the outer layer. The motive to incorporate this is to convey relevant information to the 
user in human-readable form, eg., name, transaction number, etc. 
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Re claim 29: Again, PVC is a common credit card material. The motive to use it is 
simply sturdiness. 

Re claims 30-32: It is known to incorporate multiple layers in a card of this type for 
reinforcement and strength. Oriented PVC is known in the art to have the property of increased 
strength. The motive again is to achieve greater reinforcement and strength. It is equivalent to 
the use of reinforced plastics for a similar purpose. 

Re claim 33: This is simply double-sided adhesive, which is typical for bringing layers 
together. 

Re claim 34: See Rudland, figure 1. 

Re claims 35 and 36: Rudland employs (column 4, lines 30-60) ink for the bars, printed 
onto the middle layer. 

Re claim 37: See discussion re claim 5, below. 
Re claim 38: See figure 1 of Rudland. 
Re claim 39: See claim 29 above. 

Re claim 40: It is known to incorporate multiple layers in a card of this type for 
reinforcement and strength. 

Re claim 41 : Credit cards, transaction cards, etc. are known to have printed material 
below the outer layer. The motive to incorporate this is to convey relevant information to the 
user in human-readable form, eg., name, transaction number, etc. 

Re claim 42: See Rudland, figure 1 . 

Re claims 44 and 46: Lamination is a standard procedure, as the applicant concedes in 
the disclosure (page 24, lines 1-10): "The card sheet of figure 7G. . . may be constructed by a 




Application/Control Number: 10/092 5 68 1 Page 6 

Art Unit: 2876 

lamination process that is known to someone having ordinary skill in the art using heat and 
pressure. Also, the applicant concedes, "of course other methods of constructing the cards may 
be utilized", indicating that the exact process given for binding the layers is not critical but just 
exemplary. The motivation to use this method is to have the layers stay firmly bound. 
Re claim 45: See claim 43 above. 

Re claim 47: In Rudland (column 4, lines 30-65) machine-readable ink is used. 

9. Claims 1-6, 14 and 15 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Rudland in view of Koshizuka et al. (US 5,407,893). 

Re claims 1 and 14: Rudland teaches a card in which the inner layer 1 1 (see figure 1) can 
be a PVC sheet (column 4, line 36) which is a polymer. This layer has (figure 3) a machine 
readable compound 14 (column 4, lines 35-40), namely a printed bar code. A second layer, such 
as a protective layer 12 or 13 (see figure 1) is attached to the first layer. The card can be 
transparent to visible light (column 7, lines 3-5). Therefore we would expect the outer layers to 
be polymeric as well. 

Rudland lacks a teaching that the 2 nd layer is extrusion-coated to the first. It may well be, 
but Rudland uses the broad term 'bonded' (column 8, line 29). 

Koshizuka teaches (column 10, lines 15-16 and 19-20) extrusion coating to bond layers 
together. 

In view of Koshizuka' s teaching, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in 
the art at the time the invention was made to include the old and well-known extrusion coating as 
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taught by Kosbizuka into the teachings of Rudland because this helps achieve high stiffness and 
excellent durability (Koshizuka , column 1, lines 5-10). 

Re claim 2: In Rudland, layer 1 1 (middle layer of figure 1) is clearly machine 
recognizable. 

Re claim 3: There is at least the base 1 1 and ink layer 14 in Rutland. 

Re claim 4: If one material blocks infrared and another permits it to go through, that 
amounts to two materials having different indices of refraction. Although the IR ink may not be 
polymeric, the result is the same regardless. The principle of equivalence applies, then. (In re 
Dillon). 

Re claim 5: As stated above, the card of Rudland can be transparent. But the bars 14 
(see figure 1) are opaque to infrared (abstract, 1 st sentence). 

Re claim 6: See Rudland, figure 1, for alternating patterns. 

Re claim 15: Rudland shows a 2 nd layer 12 and a 3 rd layer 13 attached to a 1 st layer in the 
middle (figure 1). 

10. Claims 7-13 and 16-19 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Rudland as modified by Koshizuka as applied to claim 1 above, and further in view of Alberts et 
al. (US 4,794,142). 

Re claims 7-9 and 16-17: Clearly a variety of materials are possible in conjunction with 
the outer / protective layers of Rudland, which by their nature reveal the goal in Rudland of 
strength / durability as well as transparency. Alberts teaches that acid modified EVA has good 
properties in these regards and therefore is a candidate to be employed in Rudland. 
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Re claims 10-13 and 18-19: It is known to incorporate multiple layers in a card of this 
type for reinforcement and strength. PVC is old and well known in the art as a common material 
in credit cards and one that can be transparent. Rudland already uses it in the middle layer and 
may use it in the outer layers as well. 

Conclusion 

1 1 . Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Daniel A Hess whose telephone number is (703) 305-3841. The 
examiner can normally be reached on 8:00 AM - 5:00 PM M-F. 

12. If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Michael G Lee can be reached on (703) 305-3503. The fax phone numbers for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned are (703) 308-7722 for regular 
communications and (703) 308-7722 for After Final communications. 

13. Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status of this application or proceeding 
should be directed to the receptionist whose telephone number is (703) 308-0956. 




